lie below the equilibrium-line altitude (ELA). This effect becomes even more pronounced if the ELA rises to higher elevations due to changing climate. 6. When you are hind-casting, what climate conditions are you assuming in order to drive your melt model? Or are you just assuming same as 2013? If so, that is quite an assumption! 7. Firn line vs. snowline: if ELA rises high enough, then firn from previous years will be exposed to melting. Are you ignoring this in your analysis? 8. Regional climate indices: Why would Vancouver be representative of this mountainous region, which you previously said was under a mixture of climate influences? You need to defend your choice or find a closer index. Perhaps the mean annual flow anomaly is a better proxy but I am not sure since you don't state the size of the basin the gauge samples and the influence of rainfall. 9. Terminus retreat: you need to be consistent when providing data. In the methods, you state terminus change was determined by comparing successive Landsat images and measuring the area of change. Yet Figure 3e and later in the text, you use m per yr, not area! How did you convert area to linear retreat?? There are now standardized methods for doing so to get an average rate of retreat. In Fig. 3e , did you plot all Landsat data or just one from each year? It appears that the terminus advanced in some years. Not unusual, as we see calving of floating tongues in lake systems to be quite episodic, on the scale of years sometimes, see Trussel et al 2013. 10. Velocity data: please show all of your velocity results somewhere, either as vectors on the map or in a table with reference to position. This is important for a reader to assess the validity of your ice flux calculations. 11. Lapse rate: what do you mean "standard lapse rate"? Need a reference. 12. Section 7.2: comparing summer surface melt that takes place below the ELA to calving losses seems to be the crux of your paper. I am having much trouble understanding the data in this section and much more explanation is needed. Furthermore, I do not understand how you arrived at your 85 day retreat area. I also have problems with water depth, flotation and ice thickness. Fig. 6 , maximum depth is about 90 m at the terminus and much shallower on either side of the lobe, so perhaps an average of 80 m or so? 15. Speaking of ice thicknesses of floating tongue: why use equation 13 when you have a highly accurate Lidar DEM? If it is really floating then just use the freeboard to estimate ice thickness. You also have your TLC data to give you floating tongue freeboard. Judging from Fig. 5 photo you may be overestimating the ice thickness. For floating tongues, ice thickness is primarily controlled by the thickness at the grounding line. At Yakutat Glacier, the lake depth was 325 m but ice thickness was about 175 m. 16. Figure 10 and 11. Again the terminology is really confusing. What you are measuring is summer melt below ELA, specifically for 2013, not surface melt, not glacier mass balance. To be accurate, surface melt would include all melting, including snow above the ELA. The confusion comes from thinking in terms of glacier mass balance, where net ice loss (or gain) has a specific meaning, i.e., net accumulation minus net ablation. 17. Figure 11 : is never cited in text. I presume it was to be keyed to section 7.3? What are the shaded envelopes? Some sort of estimate of uncertainty? If so, it needs discussion and explaining. 18. Figure 12 : these sorts of figures were in vogue a couple of decades ago when researchers were first trying to understand the drivers of calving. I am not sure how useful they are anymore, particularly for floating tongues. Although these figures do point out the difference in calving rates for marine vs. lacustrine glaciers, water depth is clearly not the reason why. 19. Redundancies: the discussions sections contained so much of what was already said, it was hard for me to read through it. Filled with too many generalities. 20. Uncertainties: a section on propagation of all of the uncertainties should be included in Methods.
Some References to check: L 13, Fig. 3e 
